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California Postsecondary Education Commission
Trends in Fiscal and Student Profiles, 2001

This report contains two sections, one highlighting information from the
California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Fiscal Profiles re-
port series and the other from the Commission’s Student Profiles.  These
two reports are annual compilations of data and analyses of fiscal and
demographic information and undergird much of the Commission’s re-
search in these areas.

The first section provides information on how the Commission calculates
and updates averages of revenues spent on instruction and related activi-
ties at the California Community Colleges, the California State Univer-
sity, the University of California, and some of the state’s independent
institutions.  The second provides recently updated information on stu-
dent transfer in California postsecondary education.

The report examines these two excerpts of data from Fiscal Profiles and
Student Profiles and notes that they are only examples of the types of
information generated in these two reports.

Presenters:  ZoAnn V. Laurente and Kevin G. Woolfork.
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Trends from Fiscal Profiles 
and Student Profiles 
 
 
This report contains two sections, one highlighting information from the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Fiscal Profiles report 
series and the other from the Commission’s Student Profiles.  These two 
reports are annual compilations of data and analyses of fiscal and demo-
graphic information and undergird much of the Commission’s research in 
these areas. 

The first section of this paper provides information on how the Commis-
sion calculates and updates averages of revenues spent on instruction and 
related activities at the California Community Colleges, the California 
State University, the University of California, and some of the state’s in-
dependent institutions.  This information is sometimes referred to as a 
proxy for the cost of the instructional mission at the public systems, how-
ever the Commission notes the limitations of using revenue trends as a 
substitute for specific cost data.  Still, this information represent the best 
available in California postsecondary education on expenditures for in-
struction-related activities and it is updated annually. 

The second section of this report provides recently updated information 
on student transfer.  Since its inception, the Commission has published 
annual numbers of transfer students between and among the State’s pub-
lic postsecondary systems and campuses.  Since 1989, that function has 
been fulfilled through the annual publication of updated editions of the 
Student Profiles report.  Historically, the whole of Section 4, and two ta-
bles in Section 6, of these reports has provided the best information avail-
able on student transfer between and among the California Community 
Colleges, the California State University, the University of California, 
and some of the state’s independent institutions for the most recent ten-
year period.  This information provides annual baseline data that is useful 
in the assessment of the transfer function at the systemwide level as well 
as from the perspectives of the individual sending and receiving institu-
tions. 

Intersegmental funding comparisons in higher education are complicated 
by many important factors, such as differences in: levels of students, 
types of programs, campus and system administrative processes, special 
accounting requirements for some funding sources, and various programs 
and practices at each of the public systems.  The most important determi-
nants found are the unique and distinct missions of each system, as as-
signed in the State’s masterplan for higher education.  Each of Califor-
nia’s three postsecondary systems has multi-faceted missions and goals to 
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pursue in filling their respective obligations to the State’s citizenry and 
they receive resources designed to help fulfill their respective missions. 

The Commission often receives inquiries regarding comparisons of per-
student funding levels between the California Community Colleges, the 
California State University, and the University of California.  It is easy 
enough to calculate average “dollars per student” by dividing total reve-
nues by total numbers of students being served.  However this sort of de-
termination, by itself, is misleading in its results because it does not ac-
count for State-mandated segmental differences.  While there are many 
ways to construct subsets of funding comparisons among the systems, one 
of the most accepted ways is to make analytic comparisons based on a 
similarity of the purposes for which those funds are used.  One such ex-
ample is funding comparisons based on each of the systems’ mission of 
providing instruction to its students.  There many assumptions that must 
be made in undertaking this particular measurement – assumptions that 
substantially impact its outcome.  Yet examining State resources used by 
the three public systems for instruction-related activities, as defined, pro-
duces one of the most accurate and accepted intersegmental funding 
comparisons available to policymakers. 

These data also figure prominently in non-Commission reports and peri-
odic assessments of the status of the transfer function.  As an example, 
community college transfer coordinators regularly incorporate their cam-
pus-specific transfer figures  -- reported separately by the University and 
the State University but which can be found combined in only one docu-
ment, Student Profiles -- in their annual program evaluations.  In addition, 
recent staff presentations to the legislature on this issue have relied heav-
ily on the Commission’s recent and historical database on transfer stu-
dents.  In keeping with the Commission’s increasing utilization of its in-
formation, attention is focused here on Student Profiles transfer data and 
its application in recent policy discussions. 

In response to uncertainties about how the costs for instruction and re-
lated activities in California’s public postsecondary education systems 
compared to other institutions nationally, in 1991 the California Legisla-
ture called on the California Postsecondary Education Commission to 
analyze “the total costs to the state of the instructional mission in the 
three segments of public higher education, in comparison, to the extent 
possible, with comparable public and private institutions in California and 
nationally.” 

The Commission then conducted a wider study of State and institutional 
expenditures for instruction, using comparative data from other states and 
institutions, as it was available.  In the 1993 Commission report, entitled 
Expenditures for University Instruction (CPEC 93-2).  The Commission 
developed a methodology for determining instruction-related revenues 
from overall expenditures.  The Commission report to the Legislature was 
assisted by and advisory committee consisting of the three public higher 
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education systems, the California Department of Finance, the Legislative 
Analyst’s Office, and legislative staff. 

The report consisted of several sections: 

♦ An explanation of the origins and background of the study and the 
average and marginal cost per student appropriated by the State to 
support instruction in the California State University (CSU) and Uni-
versity of California (UC); 

♦ A description of the Commission’s general approach to the study and 
important finding and definitions used in the study, detailed findings 
on the per-student instructional expenditures for the CSU and the UC, 
and comparisons with other institutions, and; 

♦ A set of appendices describing the methodology of the study. 

The report concluded that while the methodology and process developed 
by the Commission was valid, arriving at more in-depth cost determina-
tions for instructional expenditures would require far greater data than 
were available to the Commission during this project.  Specifically, the 
report concluded that longitudinal information from each segment on fac-
ulty workload and staffing patterns, these staffing patterns by instruc-
tional level and program area, and compensation and related costs would 
be needed in order to conduct more empirically sound determinations of 
the cost of providing instruction on a per-student basis. 

The Commission’s research determining instruction related cost estimates 
was found to be of merit both inside the State and nationally.  The Com-
mission decided to update these data annually, with the cooperation of the 
higher education systems, with displays in its Fiscal Profiles report se-
ries. 

The Commission report Fiscal Profiles, 2001 (CPEC 02-1) contains in-
formation on average appropriations per full-time-equivalent student 
(FTE) for instructional-related activities. This information is summarized 
in a chart on page 5.  This comparison is presented for the State’s three 
public postsecondary systems through the 2000-01 fiscal year and also 
includes expenditures per FTE for instructional-related activities in se-
lected California independent institutions provided by the Association of 
Independent California Colleges and Universities (AICCU) through fiscal 
year 1999-00.  Information for the public systems is shown for “State De-
termined Funds” in both actual and 2000-01 “constant” dollars to account 
for the effect of inflation over time; excluded here are federal and private 
fund sources.  The information is an annual updated based upon the Com-
mission’s 1993 Expenditures for University Instruction report (see pages 
6-7). 

Display 16–18 in the Commission’s Fiscal Profiles, 2001 show total av-
erage for instructional-related activities -- referred to as I-R funding in the 
text -- the most recent year available.  The data show that per student for 
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the California Community Colleges increases only 1.3% between 1999-
00 and 2000-01, 6.2% for the California State University (CSU), and 
6.6% for the University of California (UC) in real dollars.  Total I-R per-
student funding when measured in “constant” 200-01 dollars actually 
drops 2.3% for the community colleges but increases 2.4% for the CSU 
and 2.8% for UC compared with last year.  Actual-dollar I-R expenditures 
per student for the AICCU institutions show an increase of 5.8% between 
1998-99 and 1999-00 and constant dollar expenditures per student in-
creased by 2% over this time.  This year’s increases in actual dollar I-R 
funding in the public systems are smaller than in the past in part because 
of increases in funded enrollment.  The three public systems, in combina-
tion, enrolled an average 3.7% more FTE students in 2000-01 than in 
1999-00. 

As the data show, funding for the instructional mission of the University 
of California is more than three times higher than at the community col-
leges.  Instruction at the State University is funded at two-thirds the level 
of instruction at the University of California.  Given the University of 
California’s research focus and large proportions of upper-division un-
dergraduate students and graduate students, this funding level is not a sur-
prise.  Of greater concern is the overall low level of average funding for 
instruction-related activities in the community colleges.  Even though its 
rate of growth in real-dollar funding over the past 20 years of 167.4% is 
the highest of the four postsecondary education systems measured here, 
its starting point in 1980-81 ($1,800) was only 42% of that for the State 
University and only 29% of that for the University of California at that 
time.  Thus, even the larger rate of increase in the community colleges’ 
average “I-R per FTE funding” leaves the system well behind the other 
public systems in terms of State-determined revenues allocated to meet its 
instruction mission. 

Even when focusing intersegmentally on a single system mission, such as 
instruction here, it is important to acknowledge the differences in prac-
tices and circumstances among the systems.  Segmental, campus and even 
departmental differences on such factors as the mode of instruction used, 
the level of students, and the academic program involved all combine to 
make across-the-board comparisons of average I-R funding tenuous.  
Also contributing to these differences is the fact that resources labeled for 
one purpose in a system are sometimes used for to meet the responsibili-
ties of several purposes.  Thus, even the best efforts at trying to determine 
the exact levels of revenues that are used solely used for a specific pur-
pose for intersegmental comparison tend to fall short of that goal. 

Nonetheless, the I-R methodology and calculations developed by the 
Commission’s comparison and updated here is as analytically sound as 
any in use in California for intersegmental comparisons of funding for a 
state goal such as instruction.  This Commission information was recently 
cited in the “Governor’s Budget Summary, 2002-03” with regard to the 
percentage of these costs covered by student fee revenues.  State policy-
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makers, higher education systemwide administrators, institutional re-
searchers, and many private-sector entities conducting research on Cali-
fornia higher education funding regularly use these data. 

As the above data show, undergraduate instruction is funded at differing 
levels for the California Community Colleges, the California State Uni-
versity, and the University of California.  Such differences in funding 
levels for this function between the systems are understandable, given the 
segmental differences in pursuing the mission of instruction.  However, 
the relatively lower level of average per-student revenues for instruction 
in the community colleges offsets even its more rapid rate of growth in 
recent years.  The instruction-related revenue information described 
above from the Commission’s Fiscal Profiles report series is just one ex-
ample of the many types of information contained in the report.  The us-
age of this information varies by user but the overall report has been de-
termined to be of value to policymakers and others involved in under-
standing changes in higher education finance in California. 

Summary

DISPLAY 1  Averages of Total "State Determined Fund"  Revenues  Per  FTE  Student  for  Instruction-Related  Activities  in  Actual  and  2000-
"Constant"  Dollars  for  the UC, the CSU, the CCCs, and AICCU Institutions,  for  Fiscal  Years  1980-81  Through  2000-01

Year Actual Constant Actual Constant Actual Constant Actual Constant
1980-81 $6,223  $15,939  $4,327  $11,082  $1,800  $4,610   --     --  
1981-82 6,548  15,150  4,464  10,328  1,775  4,107   --     --  
1982-83 6,771  14,314  4,451  9,409  1,837  3,884   --     --  
1983-84 6,839  13,575  4,844  9,615  2,089  4,147   --     --  
1984-85 8,409  15,928  5,603  10,613  2,332  4,418  $8,754   $16,582   
1985-86 9,271  16,609  5,993  10,737  2,646  4,740   --     --  
1986-87 9,645  16,463  6,399  10,922  2,803  4,785   --     --  
1987-88 10,146  16,658  6,629  10,883  3,007  4,937   --     --  
1988-89 10,709  16,844  6,898  10,850  3,143  4,943   --     --  
1989-90 11,225  16,778  7,393  11,050  3,362  5,025  12,629  18,877   
1990-91 11,431  16,116  7,434  10,481  3,261  4,598  13,233  18,656   
1991-92 12,107  16,228  7,667  10,277  3,141  4,210  13,913  18,647   
1992-93 12,363  15,987  7,781  10,062  3,102  4,011  13,975  18,072   
1993-94 12,387  15,573  8,097  10,179  3,338  4,196  14,305  17,983   
1994-95 12,871  15,645  8,811  10,711  3,493  4,246  15,391  18,709   
1995-96 13,010  15,345  8,952  10,558  3,913  4,615  15,950  18,812   
1996-97 13,424  15,376  9,412  10,780  4,105  4,702  18,787  21,519   
1997-98 13,983  15,558  9,502  10,572  4,266  4,746  19,920  22,165   
1998-99 15,219  16,338  10,078  10,819  4,322  4,640  20,402  21,159   
1999-00 15,194  15,757  10,193  10,572  4,750  4,926  21,590  21,590   

2000-01 est. 16,191  16,191  10,822  10,822  4,814  4,814   --     --  

1-yr % change 6.6% 2.8% 6.2% 2.4% 1.3% -2.3% 5.8% 2.0% 
20-yr % change 160.2% 1.6% 150.1% -2.4% 167.4% 4.4% 146.6% 30.2% 

Notes:
1.  Systems' "Constant-dollar" funds per FTES are calculated using the Higher Education Price Index (HEPI).
2.  ALL information shown for  fiscal year 2000-01 are ESTIMATES , based on the most accurate data available at this time.
Source:  California Postsecondary Education Commission, Fiscal Profiles, 2001, fromDisplays 16, 17, and 18.

CCC AICCUUC CSU
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1. Instruction-Related Activities (I-R) is the term used to define the average ex-
penditures for instructional activities in the postsecondary education sectors.  
The public-sector information on instruction-related expenditures was initially 
generated for the Commission report, “Expenditures for University Instruction” 
(Commission Report 93-2) which contains background detail on the numbers 
shown here.  For the California Community Colleges and the California State 
University, these expenditures were determined by dividing each system’s se-
lected fund sources for a given year by their full-time-equivalent (FTE) enroll-
ment for that year to determine average State support per funded student. 

2. For both the Community Colleges and the State University, the determination 
of average expenditures per full-time equivalent student was agreed to be the 
result of dividing each systems’ “State Determined Funds” (see below) fund-
source totals by their respective FTE enrollments.  For the University of Cali-
fornia, a more detailed methodology was developed.  In this methodology, 
funds not related to general campus instruction were removed prior to calculat-
ing average State support per funded student.  These calculations removed ex-
penditures for health sciences, organized research, and public service from the 
University’s “State Determined Fund” sources.  For the independent institu-
tions surveyed here, the AICCU used data from the “Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System” (IPEDS) to show total instruction-related expenditures 
for participating independent institutions. 

3. The term State-Determined Funds, as defined here, includes only those fund 
sources used for operating expenses for the general, non-restricted educational 
missions of the three public higher education systems over which they and/or 
the State (through the Legislature and Governor) have policy and allocation au-
thority.  For the California Community Colleges, these funds are:  State Gen-
eral Funds plus Local Revenues, Systemwide Student Fees (SSFs), and State 
School Funds, and Lottery Funds.  For the California State University, these 
funds are:  State General Funds, State University Funds, SSFs, and Lottery 
Funds.  State University Funds are “Higher Education Fees and Income,” minus 
the State University Fee SSFs here.  For the University of California, these 
funds are:  State General Funds, General University Funds, SSFs, and Lottery 
Funds.  General University Funds are “General Funds Income,” under the head-
ing “University Sources.”  

4. “Systemwide Student Fees,” for the purposes of this display are as follows: 
CCC -- the State Enrollment Fee; the CSU – the State University Fee, and; the 
UC – the  “Educational,” “Registration,” and “Fee for Selected Professional 
School Students.” 

5. State General Funds used to calculate I-R revenues per FTES in 1998-99 in-
clude $70 million in one-time funds to support core needs and State General 
Funds used to calculate average revenues per FTES for 2000-01 include $107.9 
million in one-time funds to support core needs. 

6. For the CSU, “NET State University Revenues” is derived from the program 
detail contained in the 2000-01 Governor’s Budget category is entitled “CSU 
Higher Education Fees and Income.” This category ordinarily consists of sys-
temwide resident student fees and nonresident tuition charges, overhead from 
foundation contracts and grants, nongovernmental college work study, inde-
pendent operations, miscellaneous, unscheduled, and unallocated funds, and 
other revenues.  To determine NET State University Revenues, SSFs have been 
extracted here and placed in a separate category. 

7. For the CCC, FTES totals used in these calculations include only “State-
Funded” FTES enrollment.  The State General Funds shown here includes both 
“Local Assistance” and “State Operations” categories.  Based on instructions 
from the Chancellor’s Office, the community colleges’ “instructional expendi-
tures” data are calculated directly from information contained in other displays 
in this report. 
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8. The column “State Funds + Local Funds” consists of combined State General 
Funds, Local Revenues, and State School Funds -- all State-determined fund 
sources.  State funding formulas determine the General Fund level for the Cali-
fornia Community Colleges, based upon the level of local property tax reve-
nues anticipated being available.  Thus, only “revenues per full-time-equivalent 
student” enrollment for combined General Funds and Local Property Tax reve-
nues are calculated in this report. 

9. For the AICCU (Independent) institutions, the “Instruction-related Expendi-
tures per FTE Student” data and calculations are taken from Display 55.  Based 
on definitions of the reported IPEDS data and consultations with the AICCU, it 
was determined that only expenditures in the following categories should be 
considered as related to general campus instruction: “Instruction,” “Research,” 
and Academic Support.”  Please see the notes to that display for additional in-
formation on the AICCU information. 

Sources: CPEC Fiscal Profiles, 2001 Governors’ budgets and analyses, 1980-81 
through 2001-02; CCC Chancellor’s Office; CSU Office of the Chancellor; UC Of-
fice of the President; Association of Independent California Colleges and Universi-
ties; and, Commission staff analysis.   

Data on student transfer figure prominently in both Commission and non-
Commission reports and periodic assessments of the status of the transfer 
function.  As an example, community college transfer coordinators regu-
larly incorporate their campus-specific transfer figures -- reported sepa-
rately by the University and the State University but which can be found 
combined in only one document, Student Profiles -- in their annual pro-
gram evaluations.  In addition, recent staff presentations to the legislature 
on this issue have relied heavily on the Commission’s recent and histori-
cal database on transfer students.  In keeping with the Commission’s in-
creasing utilization of its information, attention is focused here on Student 
Profiles transfer data and its application in recent policy discussions. 

The following narrative was presented on April 17, 2002 at the Assembly 
Budget Subcommittee No. 2 on Education Finance Special Hearing on 
Transfer and is reprinted here to illustrate recent uses of these data in the 
policy arena.  The accompanying group of slides along with an updated 
data abstract, Transfer Trends 1990-2000, which was originally presented 
to the Joint Committee for the Review of the Master Plan for Higher Edu-
cation in October 2000, are also included here to highlight data regularly 
published by the Commission in its annual Student Profiles report.   

Excerpts from material provided by the Commission to the Assembly 
Budget Subcommittee No.2 on Education Finance for its Special Hearing 
on Transfer on April 17, 2002: 

“The admission of transfer students is especially important in California’s 
tripartite system, because over one-half of all lower division instruction 
within the state -- including private institutions -- is done by junior col-
leges.”  

--  Excerpt from A Master Plan for Higher Education In Califor-
nia, 1960 – 1975 (page 71), prepared by the Liaison Committee of 
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the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University of 
California (published by the California State Department of Edu-
cation, Sacramento, 1960). 

In 1960, the State of California envisioned student transfer as the lynch-
pin of the state’s commitment to universal access to postsecondary educa-
tion for its residents in the Master Plan for Higher Education.  Transfer is 
the main engine for the educational gains that lead to social mobility and 
equal opportunity; it provides California students an effective and afford-
able avenue to continue their education beyond the first two years of col-
lege. 

Successful transfer also saves the State many billions of dollars in educa-
tion expenses.  The focus on transfer in higher education has enabled 
California to educate many millions of students in just over 100 public 
community colleges, fewer than two-dozen State Universities, and 10 
University of California campuses.  Absent this focus, the distribution of 
public higher education institutions would be weighted far more heavily 
towards full-service baccalaureate degree-granting institutions, which op-
erate at much higher costs. 

Senate Bill 121, authored by then-Senator Gary Hart (Chapter 1188, Stat-
utes of 1991) codified recommendations to improve the transfer function 
adopted by the Legislature’s Joint Committee on Review of the Master 
Plan in 1988.  Although this statute didn’t mandate transfer as the most 
important function of the higher education systems, a section of SB 121 
states:  “A viable and effective student transfer system is one of the fun-
damental underpinnings of public postsecondary education in California.” 

Improvements in the numbers of community college students transferring 
to the University of California and the California State University (and to 
independent institutions) have been spotty over the decades.  Display 2 
shows numbers of community college transfers to the CSU and UC from 
1965 through 2001.  From 1965 through 1979 for UC, and for the earliest 
four years for CSU, these data are only reported for the Fall term, which 
is the way transfers were counted in earlier years.  At that time it was es-
timated that two-thirds of transfer students enrolled in the Fall term. 
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DISPLAY 2 Numbers of California Community College Students Transferring to the California State University, the University 
  of California, and California's Independent Institutions for Years 1965 Through 2002    

  California State University  University of California Independents  Transfer Totals 

   Year    Fall Term Full Year % change  Fall Term Full Year % change Transfers % change   Publics   % change    All    % change

1965  14,603  --  --  2,948  --  --  --  -- 17,551  -- 17,551  --
1966  19,295  -- 32.1%  3,761  -- 27.6%  --  -- 23,056 31.4% 23,056 31.4%
1967  22,059  -- 14.3  3,702  -- -1.6  --  -- 25,761 11.7 25,761 11.7 
1968  26,596  -- 20.6  3,785  -- 2.2  --  -- 30,381 17.9 30,381 17.9 
1969   -- 43,963 65.3  4,458  -- 17.8  --  -- 48,421 59.4 48,421 59.4 
1970   -- 49,245 12.0  5,166  -- 15.9  --  -- 54,411 12.4 54,411 12.4 
1971   -- 52,989 7.6  6,154  -- 19.1  --  -- 59,143 8.7 59,143 8.7 
1972   -- 53,820 1.6  7,165  -- 16.4  --  -- 60,985 3.1 60,985 3.1 
1973   -- 51,335 -4.6  8,193  -- 14.3  --  -- 59,528 -2.4 59,528 -2.4 
1974   -- 51,144 -0.4  7,813  -- -4.6  --  -- 58,957 -1.0 58,957 -1.0 
1975   -- 52,917 3.5  8,002  -- 2.4  --  -- 60,919 3.3 60,919 3.3 
1976   -- 51,230 -3.2  7,123  -- -11.0  --  -- 58,353 -4.2 58,353 -4.2 
1977   -- 51,159 -0.1  6,392  -- -10.3  --  -- 57,551 -1.4 57,551 -1.4 
1978   -- 47,430 -7.3  6,193  -- -3.1  --  -- 53,623 -6.8 53,623 -6.8 
1979   -- 46,326 -2.3  5,644  -- -8.9  --  -- 51,970 -3.1 51,970 -3.1 
1980   -- 46,649 0.7   -- 6,277 11.2  --  -- 52,926 1.8 52,926 1.8 
1981   -- 45,283 -2.9   -- 6,363 1.4  --  -- 51,646 -2.4 51,646 -2.4 
1982   -- 45,400 0.3   -- 6,953 9.3  --  -- 52,353 1.4 52,353 1.4 
1983   -- 45,726 0.7   -- 6,958 0.1  --  -- 52,684 0.6 52,684 0.6 
1984   -- 45,476 -0.5   -- 6,891 -1.0  --  -- 52,367 -0.6 52,367 -0.6 
1985   -- 45,397 -0.2   -- 6,574 -4.6 2,219  -- 51,971 -0.8 54,190 3.5 
1986   -- 43,634 -3.9   -- 6,754 2.7 5,832 162.8% 50,388 -3.0 56,220 3.7 
1987   -- 44,673 2.4   -- 7,713 14.2 1,949 -66.6  52,386 4.0 54,335 -3.4 
1988   -- 45,389 1.6   -- 8,146 5.6 1,883 -3.4  53,535 2.2 55,418 2.0 
1989   -- 45,713 0.7   -- 8,164 0.2 5,713 203.4  53,877 0.6 59,590 7.5 
1990   -- 46,670 2.1   -- 10,030 22.9 6,887 20.5  56,700 5.2 63,587 6.7 
1991   -- 44,898 -3.8   -- 9,972 -0.6 6,773 -1.7  54,870 -3.2 61,643 -3.1 
1992   -- 40,976 -8.7   -- 9,993 0.2 7,888 16.5  50,969 -7.1 58,857 -4.5 
1993   -- 44,420 8.4   -- 10,940 9.5 8,413 6.7  55,360 8.6 63,773 8.4 
1994   -- 46,912 5.6   -- 10,929 -0.1 7,906 -6.0  57,841 4.5 65,747 3.1 
1995   -- 48,688 3.8   -- 10,886 -0.4 7,526 -4.8  59,574 3.0 67,100 2.1 
1996   -- 48,349 -0.7   -- 10,492 -3.6 7,673 2.0  58,841 -1.2 66,514 -0.9 
1997   -- 45,546 -5.8   -- 10,210 -2.7 7,950 3.6  55,756 -5.2 63,706 -4.2 
1998   -- 44,989 -1.2   -- 10,161 -0.5 8,080 1.6  55,150 -1.1 63,230 -0.7 
1999   -- 47,706 6.0   -- 10,827 6.6 8,442 4.5  58,533 6.1 66,975 5.9 
2000   -- 47,900 0.4   -- 11,215 3.6 9,030 7.0  59,115 1.0 68,145 1.7 

          
Notes:                 
1.  For conversion of years for "Fall Term" to "Full Year," the Fall date is the beginning year; for full-year data the year 2000 = 2000-01. 

2.  Full year 2000-01 data are the most recent available; the 2001-02 academic year will not be completed until August, 2002.  
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3.  AICCU data are not available prior to 1982-83.  AICCU data are voluntarily reported and there are variations in the numbers of institutions 
reporting each year.  This can lead to substantial annual fluctuations in the numbers of transfers reported for the Independents.  AICCU transfer 
numbers shown here for the most recent year is self-reported and has not been verified by the Commission. 

Sources:  CPEC data and staff analysis, the University of California Information Digest and the AICCU.       
 

As the table shows, the combined total of community college transfers to 
the two public baccalaureate degree granting systems was at its highest in 
the first half of the 1970s, twice exceeding 60,000 community college 
transfers.  It would be 17 years before UC eclipsed its Fall-Term-only to-
tal in 1973 of 8,193 transfers with its total of 10,032 for the full year of 
1990-1991.  The CSU has never again come close to its 1972 high of en-
rolling 53,820 community college transfer students.  Though campus and 
system data collection in the early years was not as accurate as today, the 
trends evident from the 1960s through the early 1970s clearly show regu-
lar increases in the numbers of community college transfers to the CSU 
and UC.  Those early transfer successes have not carried through to the 
present. 

Again as Display 2 shows, there have been general increases in the num-
bers of California Community College student transferring to the Califor-
nia State University and University of California over the past few years.  
However, even with these recent increases, the numbers of successful 
transfers is lower than generally envisioned by policymakers.  The public 
higher education systems point correctly to gains made in upper division 
transfers, which are afforded enrollment priority in statute and practice.  
However, this focus does not diminish the overall lack of growth in the 
numbers of transfers each year.  Even if the systems are decreasing their 
numbers of lower division transfers in favor of upper-division transfers, at 
worst this change should lead to a zero sum gain.  At best, this change 
should drive an increase in the overall numbers of community college 
transfers each year. 

Concern about the health of the transfer function has led to the creation of 
many specialized, focused programs designed to facilitate some aspect of 
transfer since the mid-1980s.  These initiatives deal with all aspects of 
transfer; one is designed to encourage faculty to work together, another 
simplifies the identification of transferable community college courses, 
and one that provides students with the most accurate and up-to-date 
transfer information available. 

In recent years, the Governor and Legislature adopted two major policy 
initiatives designed to improve student transfer.  The first is a 1998 spe-
cially-funded California Community Colleges initiative -- The Partner-
ship for Excellence Program (PFE) -- which cites transfer and transfer 
readiness as two of its six goals.  The second is a set of “memoranda of 
understanding” (MOUs) between the State’s baccalaureate degree-

Transfer in recent
years

State policy
 initiatives on

transfer
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granting postsecondary educations systems and the community colleges 
to increase transfers that were adopted in 2000 and 2001.   

In the State University’s MOU, the community colleges agreed to in-
crease, by 5 percent each year, the number of upper-division community 
colleges students fully qualified to transfer to the CSU.  They agreed to 
enroll all fully qualified community colleges students seeking admission 
to CSU.   For the University of California’s MOU, the community col-
leges agreed to increase the number of transfer-ready students to provide 
enough applicants to increase, by at least 6 percent annually, the number 
of transfer students eligible to enroll at UC.  The transfer MOUs were 
signed in 2000 and implemented in 2001; the beginning “base-year” for 
these agreements is the 1998-99 academic year and the final, or “goal-
year” for these agreements is 2005-06. 

Charts 1 and 2 describe the progress being made on these transfer enroll-
ment goals in the memoranda of understanding between the community 
colleges and the CSU, UC and State’s independent institutions as trend 
lines. 

 

 

We note that progress towards these goals is not linear and that viewing 
any one year of changes in transfers does not give the full picture of pro-
gress towards these goals.  However, with the relatively low annual 
growth in community college transfers during the MOU period thus far, it 
appears that the State University and University of California may have 
difficulty meeting their respective transfer enrollment goals by 2005-06. 
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The accompanying two charts – Charts 3 and 4 excerpted from CPEC’s 
Student Profiles, 2000 report – illustrate the changing racial/ethnic diver-
sity of transfer students over the last 20 years.  As is easily seen, diversi-
fication of the transfer student population at both the UC and the CSU 
began in the early 1990s and is continuing.  At the CSU, increased diver-
sity of transfer students also began around 1991 and continues to the pre-
sent, coming closer to a more equally dispersed population than at UC. 
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Below is brief summary of the transfer process: 

1. Enroll in a community college; seek guidance counseling and advice 
to plan their eventual transfer and academic goals; 

2. Decide on a “major,” research its requirements, and begin taking 
community college courses that are approved to meet these general 
requirements; 

3. Decide upon a baccalaureate degree granting (“receiving”) insti-
tution that offers their “major” and become knowledgeable about 
the specific requirements for transfers into that “major” at that institu-
tion, sometimes entering into a transfer agreement with a particular 
campus; 

4. Plan and follow a course of study that meets these requirements, 
with the help of community college counselors and from the “receiv-
ing” institution advisors; 

5. Complete community college coursework with as high a GPA as 
possible (transfer eligible), applying for transfer when near comple-
tion or in accordance with their transfer agreement; 

6. Are admitted– or not admitted – to the receiving institution, pref-
erably in “major/program” of choice; if not admitted – re-apply for 
transfer in a subsequent term 

7. Enroll in the receiving institution and continue their course of study 
towards the baccalaureate. 

Prospective transfer students face many difficulties in navigating the 
transfer process.  This is particularly true for transfer student from non-
traditional backgrounds, such as older students, students who are first-
time college attendees in their families, and part-time and place-bound 
students who must work to support dependents and attend to other re-
sponsibilities.  Next, we summarize these potential hurdles: 

1. Difficulty and unease in navigating complicated college processes and 
in establishing informal support networks needed for survival; 

2. Competing priorities for time and reduced opportunities to access 
institutional support services and fewer opportunities to seek out more 
colleges more appropriate for their individual needs; 

3. Reduced options for enrolling in programs of choice when transfer-
ring, particularly for impacted or highly competitive majors; 

4. Longer time-to-transfer and time-to-degree, the potential for a lower 
GPA due to increased length of time, increased chances of stopping 
out of college due to changes in family situation, the non-
receptiveness of many baccalaureate programs to less than full-time 
attendance; 

The transfer
process

Challenges to
transfer success
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5. Problems -- or prohibitions -- to accessing college and university sup-
port services, which may be geared towards more “traditional” col-
lege-age students.  

Next, are some strategies the Commission feels could help improve trans-
fer. 

9 Improved academic preparation of students in K-12; 

9 Improved information on the progression of students in California 
postsecondary education; 

9 Increased enrollments for impacted and highly subscribed baccalaure-
ate degree programs; 

9 Greater intersegmental coordination and commitment in allocating 
resources to transfer activities and thorough evaluations of these ser-
vices; 

9 Reduced administrative and programmatic hurdles for prospective 
transfer students; 

9 More “major/program”-specific articulation and greater flexibility in 
program requirements for students preparing for an academic program 
offered at different receiving campuses; 

9 More effective support services for both prospective and successful 
transfer students, particularly non-traditional college students; 

9 Increased segmental, campus, and “by major/program” research on 
transfer students who “apply,” are “eligible,” and “enroll” in receiving 
institutions; 

9 Clearer intersegmental accountability for the success of student trans-
fer in California.  

California’s higher education Master Plan transfer goals will likely only 
be realized when there is greater coordination and alignment transfer 
policies and practices at all levels, an increased “student focus” to transfer 
activities at the campus and program level, and a more systematic ap-
proach to evaluation of transfer initiatives and practices by State policy-
makers.  Changes to the current transfer system are necessary in order to 
facilitate the movements of hundreds of thousands of California students 
through the State’s postsecondary education system and on to their educa-
tional objectives. 

 

Strategies to
 improve transfer

Summary
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Trends and 
Outcomes in

A CPEC Presentation to the Assembly
Subcommittee No. 2 on Education Finance

Special  Hearing  on  Transfer
April 17, 2002

by Kevin Woolfork and ZoAnn Laurente

Student Transfer
PART ONE

2
California Postsecondary Education Commission

The Transfer Process for Most 
Community College Students…
1. Select and enroll in the community college (“sending” institution) they wish 

to attend; seek guidance counseling and advice to plan their eventual transfer and 
academic goals;

2. Decide on a “major,” research its requirements, and begin taking community 
college courses that are approved to meet these general requirements;

3. Decide upon a baccalaureate degree granting (“receiving”) institution that 
offers their “major” and become knowledgeable about the specific requirements 
for transfers into that “major” at that institution, sometimes entering into a transfer 
agreement with a particular campus;

4. Plan and follow a course of study that meets these requirements, with the 
help of community college counselor and “receiving” institution advisors;

5. Complete community college coursework with as high a GPA as possible 
(transfer eligible), applying for transfer when near completion or in accordance 
with their transfer agreement;

6. Are admitted– or not admitted – to the receiving institution, preferably in 
“major/program” of choice;

7. Enroll in the receiving institution and continue their course of study towards the 
baccalaureate,

OR – if not admitted – re-apply for transfer in a subsequent term.
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3
California Postsecondary Education Commission

General Information 
on Transfer Students

Less than one-third of all CCC students who transfer to UC and 
CSU  do so within 3 years.

Fully 50% of all CCC transfer students take from 4 to 6 years to
transfer;
Another 18% take 7 or more years to transfer.

Most CCC transfer students do not receive an AA degree prior to 
transfer despite earning sufficient credits for the award.
As recently reported by the CCC Chancellor’s Office, approximately 
8% of CCC transfer students enroll in out-of-state institutions.
Over 30% of all BA’s awarded at UC, and 60% of all BA’s awarded 
at CSU in 1999-00 were awarded to students who transferred 
credits from CCC’s.

4
California Postsecondary Education Commission

UC and CSU Transfer 
Enrollment History
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5
California Postsecondary Education Commission

Diversity of Transfer
The ethnic diversity of transfer students differs by 
system but has been increasing, with Latino 
representation among the fastest growing; Blacks 
having mixed results; Whites and Native Americans 
losing ground; and all others steadily increasing:
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CSU FY 90-91 56.7 9.8 12.2 5.7 2.8 1.2 9.3
CSU FY 00-01 38.9 12.2 20.1 4.9 3.5 0.9 15.2
UC FY 90-91 63.0 15.5 10.5 2.7 2.0 1.3 5.0
UC FY 00-01 44.9 25.5 15.0 3.0 3.3 0.6 7.7

White Asian PI Latino Black Filipino Native 
American Unknown

6
California Postsecondary Education Commission

Progress toward PFE and MOU Goals
CCC PFE transfer goals: increase transfers to:

UC to 64,200 (1998-99 to 2005-06);
CSU to 14,500 (1998-99 to 2005-06);
AICCU to 13,800 (1998-99 to 2005-06).

CCC Transfer MOU goals:
At UC:  6% annual increase in UC transfer-eligible students

(2000-01 to 2005-06);
At CSU: 5% annual increase in upper-division transfers

(2000-01 to 2005-06);
At AICCU: increase transfer students from 10,000 to 15,000

(2001-02 to  2005-06).
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California Postsecondary Education Commission

Transfer Information for Recent Years 

CCC transfers to UC and CSU have increased only sporadically since 1998-
99.  At present, progress towards “Partnership for Excellence” and 
“Transfer MOU” transfer goals are currently not on pace for UC, but is 
on pace for CSU because of the focus on upper-division transfers only.

CCC transfers to  CSU  to  UC  CCC transfers to  CSU  to  UC .
Full Year 1998-99 37,519 10,161 Full Year 1999-00 41,364 10,827
Full Year 1999-00 39,395 10,827 Full Year 2000-01 43,169 11,215
Numeric Change 2,474 666 Numeric Change 3,176 388
Percent Change 6.6% 6.6% Percent Change 7.9% 3.6%
Transfer MOU Goal 5.0%               6.0% Transfer MOU Goal 5.0%               6.0%

Cumulative to  CSU to  UC  .
Full Year 1998-99 37,519 10,161
Full Year 2000-01 43,169 11,215
Numeric Change 5,650 1,054
Percent Change 15.0% 9.9%
Transfer MOU Goal 10.0%            12.0%    (assumes linear progress)

Note:  CSU PFE and MOU transfer goals and figures shown here are for upper-division transfers only.
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